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November 1, 2005 11:30 AM

Senator Judd Gregg

U.S. Senate

393 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Gregg:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consurmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bilis. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to

change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Anthony Heyes

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Russell Feingold

U.S. Senate

506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feingold:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who nses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

James Novak

ce:
The Federal Communications Corumission
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November 1, 2005 11:25 AM

Representative Fred Upton

1J.S. House of Representatives

2183 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Upton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) pesition to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zerc minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require comparnies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Wiltiam Lewis

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Repr@sentaﬁve Lane Fvans
US.House of Representatives

2211 Rag}mm House Office Buil&ing
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Foderal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Evans:

Ihave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the FCC changes
that system toa {lat fee, that means that someone who nses one thousand minutes a month of lona distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses rero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low~
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from 1113]: volume to low=volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletiers and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according ta the Coalition's recent
meetingswith top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. ] regquest you pass
along my concerns to the BCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincere]q,

DOug Kapple

o
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Rick Santorum

US.Senate
51 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC} position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People whouse more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a Hlat fee, that means that someone who uses one thonsand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as somecne who uses zero minutes of iong distance a month, Constituents who use theix limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up theix phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would havea
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which ] am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletiers and np
to date information on theiy webeite, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure |
am charged fairly. It the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ reguest you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behal, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continned work and [ look forward to heating about your position on this matter.

Sincerelq,

Connie Conaway

oc: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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Richard Nemish
8221 Brinkland Circle , Minocqua, W1 54548

November 30, 2005 11:27 PM

Senator Herb Kohl

U.S. Senate

330 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

I have serious conceins regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and ! look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Nemish

ce:
FCC General Email Box




Diantha Grainger
8109 Columbus Street , San Diego, CA 92126

Representative Duke Cunningham
UJS.House of Representatives

2350 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 964D

Dear Representative Cunningham:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USFis currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who nses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resonrces

wisely should not be penalized for doin5 S0,

A flat {ee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volnme users is redical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental etfect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which ] am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, o pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensurel
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a {lat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelq,

Diantha Grainger

cC
The Federal Communications Commission
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ard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Lieay sena.nor S,

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC)position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USFis currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. fthe FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who nses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as somecne who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A {lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
hig]:lg detrimental effect on small husinesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like epsure {
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I'will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sinoerelg,

Mary Garrett

cc
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Mike DeWine

US. Senate

140 Russel! Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator DeWine:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions {(FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who nse more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance & month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable moathly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low~volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USFissue with monthly newsletters and up
todate information on their website, including links io FCC information. Whilel am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or ‘pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee systen soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCCon my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg,

Todd Neu

[eled

The Federal Communjcations Commission
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Representative Ted Sirickland

U.S. House of Representatives

336 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Strickland:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition'’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

£eorge watsorn

ce:
The Federal Communications Commissicn
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Representatiwa Bill Delahunt
US House of Representatives
2454 Rﬁgburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Delahunt:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USFis currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Hthe FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that somecne who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resonrces

wisely should not be penalized for doing, so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume ]on& distance users, like stndents, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and raval consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to Yecover, o1 pass along’ these {ees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensurel
am charged fairly. f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your pesition on this matter.

Sincerelg,

Richard Neumann

cCy

The Federal Communicai_‘.i_ox;a Commission
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Senator Rick Santorum

1JS.Senate

311 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20610-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposecl by the FCC.

As you know, USFis currently collected on a revenue basis. Pecple who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low~
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthlg increases on their bills, Shiﬂ:ing
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, inclnding links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. Asa consumer I'would like ensure
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the RCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sin cere].q,

Thomas Justka

o
The Federal Con_imunicatioils Commission
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November 1, 2005 11:12 AM

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Martinez:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to 2 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 10 unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newslerters and ap to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

phil chappel

ce: :
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 10:59 AM

Representative John Mica

U.S. House of Representatives
2313 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20513-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear "er -esentative Mica:

] have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date informatton on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

James Meres

cC.
The Federal Communications Commission
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Julie Deemer
2550 S. Oliver #911 , Wichita, KS 67210 R
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November 1, 2005 11:29 AM

Senator Pat Roberts LT
U.S. Senate

109 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Roberts:

I have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to & monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Julie Deemer

ce: :
The Federal Communications Commission
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Melissa Moore
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3384 Granary Rd , Seven Valleys, PA 17360-8802 EREE

November 1, 2005 10:48 AM

Representative Todd Platts

U.S. House of Representatives

1032 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Platts:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flai fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legistation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matier.

Sincerely,

Melissa Moore

cc
The Federal Communications Commission




Michael A. Hernandez -j.
i, A a

5232 Rosen Blvd. , Boynton beach, FL 33437 -

November 30, 2005 11:01 PM
Senator Bill Nelson
U.S. Senate
716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

-
LT e

Dear Seniate. (velson! == - . . .

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propased by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distatice a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens

and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on

their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and

unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. a
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly

newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While { am aware that

federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that

they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service

will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to

change to a flat fec system soon and without legislation.

X
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I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to ny community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, tetting thern know how 2 flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael A. Hernandez

ce: o
FCC General Email Box

Y



~n

Ronald Jokisch joeoo oY

1389 Stonetree Dr , Troy, ME 48083 o

November 1, 2005 11:09 AM

Senator Debbie Stabenow

.8, Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Deear Senator Stabenow:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shitting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ronald Jokisch

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission




Thomas Lewandewski
1853 Desert Forest Way , Henderson, NV 89012 LB 2nar

LG

- November 1, 2005 10:59 AM

Senator Harry Reid

LIS, Senate

528 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Reid:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
witl cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas Lewandowski

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Jo Beall
4634 Roanoke Way , Nags Head
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Representative Walter Jones
U.S. House of Representatives
422 Cannon House Office Bu
Washington, DC 20515-0001

pket 96-45

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If the
FCC changes that system to & flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a2 month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing se.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would bave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jo Beall

cc: e
The Federal Commumcatlon.s Commass;on,




Stephen Clark
1646 8. Riley Hwy/ , Shelbyville, IN 46176

November 30, 2005 11:24 PM

Representative Dan Burton K
U.S. House of Representatives o
2185 Rayburn House Office Buildin '
Washington, DC 20515-000];

Subject: Re: Federal-

g 2L :
Universal Service Fund (USF) collectlon method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change pmposed By thc

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax couid cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Stephen Clark

¢c: ‘ a .
FCC Gen¢ral Ema11 Box




Greﬁorz' Coyle
14 Ford Street , San Francisco, CA 94114-2012

November 1, 2005 10:46 AM

Representative Nancy Pelosi

U.S. House of Representatives

2371 Rayburn House Office Bulldm
Washington, DC 20515 0RD 1

Subject: Re:

HE
nresentative Pelosi:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal COMS s -
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly ﬂat fee Mauy of your const:ltuents mcludmg me
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highty detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Gregory Coyle

CcC:
The Federal Commumcatlons Comm1ss1on




JILL O'CONNOR

6757 SOHN ROAD , VASSAR, MI 48768 P BT

NovemHer 30, ﬁ(ﬁ)é éO(meBl_')

Senator Debbie Stabenow _ 3‘\ o
U.S. Senate Gl .;Mrrc _ E“'A\-!‘mr‘«‘i*;'gﬂ
133 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-000

Subject; Re: F

e

', nave Senous concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthiy increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service

will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
JILE O'CONNOR

oo
FCC General Email Box

[
s
1

e




Gerald Frantz
4634 Stockport Circle , Dublin, OH 43016

November 1, 2005 10:42 AM

Senator Mike DeWine

U.S. Senate

140 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State vjIoint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recovet, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Gerald F;antz o

ce:
The Federal Cormnunicationés Commission




beth reimel
1580 hillsboro ave. s.e. , grand rapids, MI 49546

Névember 1, %Q_Q&.; l&*ﬁ?AM
[ “(‘.\.G - f“" ]u:‘_“:,_",.._.w*ﬂ- S

o
Senator Debbie Stabenow i
U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

I hdvé‘;erious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee systern soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

beth reimel

cC
The Federal Communications Cammission




